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Dear Mr. Jordan: —
This office represents Haley’s PAC and its Treasurer Austin Barbour (collectively oo aruus
“Respondents”) in the above-captioned MUR. :-:w
New York
We have reviewed the Comphint filed on October 6, 2009, by the Louisiana ~ Pers
Democratic Party. As is detailed below, there is no reason to believe a vioktion ™o
occurred with respect to any ofthealhganomoommedmthe(‘omhm. In =hese
addition, given the lehuvelylowmmofacuvuy involved and other mitigating .1y
factors, the Commission should dismiss the Complaint based upon prosecutorial . yoeten. 0c
discretion pursuant to Heckler v. Chaney, 470 US. 821, 831 (1985).
oy
THE COMPLAINT M——
Bengkok
The Comphint without any factual evidence that 8 PAC, 2 muli- '
cai polia oy commins. esoced i Motssop Govenoe Fly o
Barbour, engaged in *an illegal condhuit scheme in violstion of 2 US.C. § 41f and 11 -0 “™
CFR. § 1104 at 2. Specifically, the Comphint alleges without any  gugaghei
factual evidence that Haley’s PAC conspired with CHIP PAC, a multicandidate  sigepone
political action committee d by former Congressman Chip Pickering, and  votme
theDdemrforSm Committee (*Vitter Campaign”) to make an Sy Cove Bursagles
conninmonuod:eV‘mrm Id 2z 3-5. The Comphimt contends that . e avews s

POUITICAL APPAIRS SUBIBIARY
www.hryancavestrategies.com
Washingien, DC

SL. Lowis




1004427 2591

Bryan Cave LLP

Mr. Jeff S. Jordan
November 23, 2009
Page 2

To the contrary, the only evidence of an alleged contribution in the name of another cited in the
Comphaint is Haley PAC's disclosure on its FEC report of the contribution that Haley's PAC made to
the Vitter Campaign and received from CHIP PAC,

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On August 11, 2009, Haley's PAC made a $5,000 contribution to the Vitter Campaign. The
contribution was made in connection with a fundrising event held for the Vitter

Jackson, Mississippi on August 12, 2009. Onmm,zom.anpmc:mdeass.ooo
contribution to Haley’s PAC. Haley’s PAC duly reported both transactions on its FEC filed
with the Commission on September 20, 2009, and CHIP PAC will duly report its ion to
Haley’s PAC on CHIP PAC's upcoming 2009 Year-End Report that will be filed in January.

CHIP PAC's contribution check to Haley's PAC was not designated for the Vitter Campaign and
contained no instructions or encumbrances wharsoever. See 8/15/09 CHIP PAC Contribution Check
w}&;;gAC(mm”mn Inatn.GIPPACsmmbmncheckdt:
Haley's was not accompanied by a letter or any written commumication designating
contribution to the Vitter Campaign or any other instruction or encumbrance conceming the
contribution. Sg!-hdnrlarmonAﬁi’kvnat17(Exhb12) Moreover, upon information and
belief, no Haley’s PAC personnel had any discussions with Senator Vitter or the Vitter campaign
regarding the August 2009 CHIP PAC contribution to Haley’s PAC or the Haley’s PAC contribution
wd:eV‘merpagn. inl-h:h:rh:nom\fﬁ&n:ﬂ”(hﬂnl)  Further, Haley's PAC's
contribution check to the Vitte did not include a notation i that the contribution
msemmrhdordmtwa from CHIP PAC. Sec 8/11/09 s PAC contribution
checkmng’mr (Exhins) Haley's PAC's contribution check to the Vitter

accompanied by a or any other written communication indicating that the contribution
fmml-hby’sPACmtthr was earmarked or was a contribution from CHIP PAC. See
Heather Larrison affidavit at § 4 & 2).

meomphmalkgsdnnheeomhmfmm(}nPPACw&kysPACmdﬁomﬂbysPAC
to the Vinter Campaign were “inconsistent with the committees’ normal activities,” Complaint at 2.
&meannhmMmd&mGwemmmd
former Chairman of the Republican National Committee, has a deep history of supporting lile-
mmdedRepuHmmeathefedmLm.andbalkwlmlmnmandmdnm
Specifically, disclosure reports indicate that Governor Barbour — through Haley's PAC, his state
political action commitzee, and his gubernatorial committee - has made $341,800 of contributions to
candidates and committees in the southeastern United States since 2004, See Barbour Committees
Contribution Charts (Exhibits 4-8).! Of this amount, Haley's PAC made $83,000 in contribautions. Id,

1 The totals and the hist included in Exhibit 4 do not inchude contributions or transfers to the Haley's
PAC state account or to Haley Barbour for Govemor, both of which are registered as state




s )]
¥y
M

104427

Mr. Jeff S. Jordan rven Gome L7

November 23, 2009
Page 3

During this same time period, Govemnor Barbour’s committees contributed a total of $12,000 to
Louisiana candidates and commiteees, including a $1,000 contribution to the Vitter Campaign on
Septcuber22.2006.ld-

Similarly, both CHIP PAC and the Chip Pickering Campaign Committee ("Pickering
of minded candidates and
m...,.am‘:’ m""‘"‘ 2 ol vl Specicaly socs of

2008, disclosure reports indicate that CHIP PAC has made suconnihmwlﬁsmppl
andmmmaddmonwthemmmnduwmdewfhkﬂ?m Sec
CHIP PAC Contribution Chart (Exhibit 9). Moreover, since 2001 the Pickering Campaign has made
$113,575.00 in contributions to Mississippi candidates and committees. See Pickering Campaign
Contribution Chart (Exhibi 10)." CHIP PAC and the Pickering Campaign together have made a total
ofSlSBﬁ?Sdmiammwmmmnddmandwmmheswenhehnnhm Id

Barbour’s Spafnlly, disclosure reports indicate that the Pickering
GmpqnmdeaSlOMmeiummGonmmBubmﬂphmmlmnmmda
$1,000 contribution in 2002. See Pickering-Barbour Contribution Chart (Exhibit 11).

THE LAW

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("Act” or “FECA”) provides that “[nJo
person shall make a contribution in the name of another person or kmwmdypemthsmmwbe
uedweffeamhaeomhnion. ® 2USC § 41f. In addition, “no person Mm
accept a contribution made by one person in the name of another.” Id. The term *
any committee or other group or organization of persons. SQZU.SC.SBI(H) ‘The Act also
individuals and political committees from making or accepting contributions that exceed
CA’s contribution limits. See 2 US.C. § 441a(a) and (f).

committees in Mississippi. The totals include contriwtions made by Govemor Barbours
gubematorial committee from 2006 to the present.

2 'This total and the list inchuded in Exhibit 10 do not include contributions made from the Pickering
Campaign to CHIP PAC.
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Commission regulations state that no person shall:
@ Make a contribution in the name of anothen;
(i) Knowingly permit his or her name to be used to effect that contribution;
(ii)) Knowingly help or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another; or
(iv) Knowingly accept a contribution made by one person in the name of another.
11 CER. § 1104(b)(1).
FEC regulations also indicate that
[eJxamples of contributions in the name of another inchude:
() Giving money or anything of value, all or part of which was provided to the contributor

by another person (the true contributor) without disclosing the source of money or the
of value to the recipient candidate or committee at the time the contribution is made, ::nl?

() Making a contribution of money or anything of value and atributing as the source of
money or the thing of value another person when in fact the contributor is the source.

11 CFR. § 1104(b)(2).

FECA imposes special rules and reporting on contributions that are earmarked to a
particular candidate. FECA requires that * mhmm&byapemn.enherdlmtlyor
indirectly, on behalf of a candidate, including contributions which are in any way carmarked or
otherwise directed through an intermediary or conduit to such candidate, be treated as
wmh:mhomn:hpemnwﬂandﬂ;e ZU.S.C.S44:‘(‘1::)(‘!8‘)e FECAﬁudzrm

that “[cThe intermediary or conduit report onpmlsoume intended receipt of s
contribution to the Commission and to the mtended recipient.” Id.

Commission regulations define an earmarked contribution as
a designation, instruction, or encumbrance, whether direct or indirect, express or implied,
onlumwhthmu:nanuanypndaemhxnormmmd

to, or expended on behalf of, a clearly identified candidate or a candidate’s
committee.

11 CFR. § 110.6(b)(1).



100442732594

Seyan Cave LLP

M. Jeff S. Jordan

November 23, 2009

Page 5

FEC regulations define a “conduit or intermediary” as * pemnwhorecemsandfomdsan
mmmwmmmaum“a;m:% commitee "11C.F.R.
§ 110 FEC regulations further provide “lalny person is

contributions or expenditures in connection with an elecuion for Federal beptohibned

from acting asacondmforeonninmmwmrbdwwﬂuhuonhmmhomedcom
11 c.F.nsuo.e(b)(z)@ Gonmmm:hnmuakoeommdmbsm
apply to both conduits and recipients of earmarked contributions. See 11 CFR. § 110.6(c).

DISCUSSION

For the reasons set forth below, the Commission should find no reason to believe that Respondents
mhudthemﬂshouupompdydnmtbecoq:hm

L The Complaint Fails to Meet the “Reason to Believe™ Threshold.

A “reason to believe”™ finding that a violation occurred is only appropriate when a complaint sets forth
spec&fxndngfpwmmmﬁmamﬂdthem See 11 CFER. §§ 111.4(a)
and(d) “Unwarranted legal conchusions from asserted facts, or mere speculation, will not be acceped
as true.” SmemenoflhuommMURﬂw(thryRodhmdmonforUSSmEprnm:y
Committee) (December 21, 2000) (internal citations omitted). See also Statement of Reasons in MUR
5141 Mmfor(bwus) (March 11, 2002) (same).

The Comphaint here contains litle than groundless speculation and & mchdmgthe
:rabdaﬂepuonwdmmyfsuﬂ?;dmh}kkysmcm Pickering, CHIP PAC, and
Becun the Couplts a1 ot e+t 10 belew ok and mmmpmoedlnl
requirements, the Complaint should be dismissed.

II.  There Is No Reason to Belicw That Respondents Made A Contribution in the
Name of Another to the Vitter Campaign.

Respondents are not aware of any enforcement case in which the Commission has found a violation
onU.SC.SH»lfandmposedacwil where, as here, all of the contributions at issue were
from permissible sources under FECA and did not exceed the Act’s contribution limits.

The Commission has repeatedly dismissed complaints alleging prohibited contributions in the name of
another under 2 US.C. § 441f when the contributions at issue were from federally permissible sources
and adhered to the Act’s contribution mits. For example, in MUR 5304 (Cardoza for Congress), the

General Counsel’s Office noted that “[tlhe provided by Complainant [; alleged
viohﬁomonU.sS.Cﬂﬂﬂdeﬁvedfmm dsclomemoz:showam contributions
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between respondents that are legal on their face.® First General Counsel's Report in MUR 5304 at 8-
9. The General Counsel's office further noted that “the comphint does not meet the threshold for
finding reason o believe that any of the respondents vioksed 2 US.C. §§ 441a or 441" Id 9. In
light of the foregoing, the Commission found no reason to believe that a vioktion occurred in MUR
5304, S::angmGu:nl(hmulsRepoanﬂ“(HymfmSm)n? (IBCQM§
no reason to believe and emphasizing that "thecomphmdounomdnn

contributions between respondents that on their face appear permissible... *)

Similarly, in MUR 5119 (Friends of John Hostettler), the Commission dismissed a comphint which
alleged that 2 PAC reimbursed a party committee's contribution to a campaign committee in violation
of 2 US.C. § 441f. The complaint cited as evidence “a correlation in the timing and amount of the
contributions at issue: mchyufm[thePAdeeaSlmOoomhmw[thepmyldnpmy
made a $1000 contribution to [the " See Second General Counsel’s Report
in MURS5119at 1. In ﬁﬁe(bummdsmdamr,dn&mal(bmnls
oﬁ'uenphsuddmdnaﬂqedoon&m‘ddnumanddepou[ﬂnPACs]dmkumﬂduru
contributed to the [campaign] committee.” Id. at 7. The General Counsel’s office also noted that
“[the PAC] has previously comtributed to other local parties and candidates in southwestemn
Indiana... [the PAC] & to have had a strong motive to contribute to the [party] regardless of
whether such funds be used to support [the campaign committee}” Id. at 12

Similar to the factual circumstances in MUR 5119, Haley's PAC did not receive the August 2009
mhmﬁmGnPPAC\midesPAChddmdyndeamhmnmtheVm
mm::m?dabowdi Pdumdumghbothg‘?llPPACandthePi:hmg
m a hltOl’Y eomhmmhﬁsmppxmdm comes,mhdmgw

committees associated with Govemor Barbour, and Govemor Barbour’s committees likewise have an
mbhhdhmdmhumhmmudﬁumdmmmm
committees associated with Senator Viter. See Barbour Committees Contribution Charts (Exhibxs 4-
8). See ako Pickering Committees Contribution Charts (Exhibits 9-11).

Moreover, in enforcement cases, the Commission has declined to find reason to believe that
a violation ZU.SC.SMIEocamdwhenthe evidence provided by the complainant was

based on speculation. For example, in MUR 5538 of Gabbard), the Office of General
Counsel conchided that

[thComphmn’saﬂegauomdmeomhmmmmhnndbmdmlyontbw
reported addresses, religions or occupations are precisely the sort of ‘mere speculation’ that
wﬂmmaﬁﬂngof;onwbehvemwhpfmmth::mhmwmhm
dntdmepmons'comiammhmbeenmmhuedswpﬂewknonupm

specuhuon. In short these speculative allegations do not support a finding of reason to

First General Counsel's Report in MUR 5538 at 4-5. See also Statement of Reasons in MUR 4850
(Deloitte & Touche, LLP) at 2 (emphasizing that “[the only apparent evidence to which Complainant




10044273596

M. Jeff S. Jordan Sryen Gove f17
November 23, 2009

Page 7

could have been referring was the fact that the Committee’s reports showed that a number of [the
respondent’s] employees made contributions to the Committee, on the same day... we cannot allow
muwm::)(oﬁemdbyapohndwdsmpqn)mmaahuswhmhm
investigation.

In light of the foregoing, there is no reason to believe that Respondents violated 2 US.C. § 441f.

III.  There Is No Reason to Believe That Haley’s PAC Received A Prohibited Earmarked
Contribution from CHIP PAC.

Commission regulations define an earmarked contribution as

2 designation, instruction or encumbrance, whether direct or indirect, express or implied,
onlormn.whnhmdnmaﬂoranypmoheomhmorupendmbmom
to, or expended on behalf of, a clearly identified candidate or a candidate’s
committee.

11 CER. § 110.6(b)(1).

Inmerplemgandﬁm foregoing regulation, the Commission has historically required
“express earmarking” violation to be found. See eg., First General Counsel’s Report in MUR
Ssm(Bilmi(hmwdebm)as(mnmhmmwbebvewhen'[th

express earmarking™); MURs 4831 and 5274 (Missouri Democratic Party), Minutes of an
EmmSmn.?B(Sept.a,m) Accordingly, the Commission has dismissed numerous
unmrhgmnbmghmderllCF.&SllOﬁvhmahm.thecomiumchecham
enunbﬂn:: or e by .y *

For example, in MUR 5732 (Matt Brown for US. Senate), the Commission found no reason to believe
that contributions to state party committees which were subsequently contributed to campuign
committees were earmatked, given that no written instructions were provided with the contributions
to the state parties. In finding no reason to believe, the Commission emphasized that “funds are
MWMMMBMWJ:&WMMMM
ntherﬁndspmued the recipient committee for expenditures on behalf of a
campaign.” and for MUR 5732 at 6 (emphasis added). The FEC further
noted that “[the Commission has routinely rejected allegations of earmarking where the
mmpmzmmlmdd:mnmchudsmormmbythe
Id. n. 4. See also id. (citing mms(l)ms)(ﬁndmgmmm because
tlmewnodugn;ol;hnmmn),d (Ple:‘y)dindqmmhubewmthe
complaint contained allegations of earmarking, but showed no designation, mstruction or
encumbrance; MUR 4643 (Democratic Party of New Mexico) (finding no earmarking based only on
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Similarly, in MUR 5520 (Billy Tauzin Congressional Committee), the Commission found no reason to
believe that an earmarking violation occurred where there was no evidence of a written designation,
encumbrance, or instruction conceming the contributions at issue. In recommending no reason to
belevemMJRSSZO.dneGenenlCmmel’sdﬁ:eawbuudthn “in light of recent Commission
ﬁ'lpdwmm&mmdmofumsfen[bamthmpmdems]
violations of the Act’s provisions

F’meanomel’s mMUR55ZJa6-7 See also id. at 4 (noting the of any
wrmnmdemetlmdneonuimnomnmmnm:bd) AstheFEClmnomdonmmm
occasions, historically “[tjhe Commission... bas determined that timing alone is insufficient

chim, where there is no clear designation or instruction by the donors.”

Legal Analysis for MUR 5732 at 8. &gabﬁmenl(hlmel’sReponmmm(lﬁmfor
Senate) at 7 (recommending no reason to believe where the Commission “[did] not have information
such as a check notation or contribution transmittal letter to suggest [an earmarked contribution . . .”))

Bymdn&mmhsfamdwmkmgmhmmwhmthecombmmdugmmd
mfammummammwm For

example, in MUR 4831 and 5274 (Missouri State Democratic Committee), the FEC found an
ing violation under 11 CFR. § 110.6 where the contributions at issue “consisted of checks,

memo lines of which were annotated, ‘Nixon,” ‘Nixon-Win,” J. Nixon Fund,’ 'Ji‘YNinon

Campaign Contribution’ and ‘Nixon, not for Skekon or Danner.™ Conciliation

4831/5274 2t 2. Secalioid ('lnmmm,cominmencloudtharcmhmwxbhmu

stating that their contributions were ‘to aid in’ the Nixon campaign or instructing the [Missouri
Democratic Party] to spend the money on Nixon.”)?

R

’m&mmhsdedmdwﬁndmmmmdun@.&Slmbmwhm
there was written evidence that the contributions at issue were

were otherwise encumbered. For example, in MUR 4538 ﬁbﬁ:ﬂ
Commission dismissed a comphaint alleging illegal earmarked contributions.

Office concluded in MUR 4538 that

[a)ithough the investigation has revealed some evidence of ‘designations, instructions, or
encumbrances’ in the form of check notations and language in the solicitation letter, this
Office believes that further investigation is mlihlymwndemabmlewlemof
improper earmarking and would be an inefficient use of Commission resources...

General Counsel MUR 4538 at 22. 21
E G S A M S 2 a2 o i oo o




1004427 %2598

Mr. Jeff . Jordan Srven G 17

November 23, 2009
Page 9

As was noted above, the Avgust 2009 contribution check from CHIP PAC to Haley's PAC was not
designated for the Vitter Campaign and contained no written notation or instruction. See 8/15/09
CHIP PAC Contribution Check to Haley's PAC (Exhibit 1). In addition, CHIP PAC's contribution
Sevgag e commbusn v e, Vier Chpagn o coonyiog sy o pavacion o
to mter Campaign or comtaining any mstruction  or
encumbrance. See Heather Larrison Affidavit at § 7 (Exhibit 2). Moreover, information and
bebfnol-hk;'sPACpmomelhddnaumwnhSermror Vitter Campaign
the August 2009 CHIP PAC contribution to Haley's PAC or the Haley's PAC contribution

to the Vitter Campaign. See Heather Larrison Affidavit at §8-9 (Exhibit 2).

In light of the foregoing, the Commission should find no reason to believe that Faley’s PAC received
or forwarded a prohibited earmarked contribution under 11 CF.R. § 110.6.

IV. There Are Compe Reasons to Dis the Comphaint Based Prosecutorial
Discrtion Pusssant & Hoskbors, Chuney, open

A. Al of the Contributions At Issuec Were From Permissible Sources

All of the transactions in question involved contributions to political committees that were made using
federally permissible funds.

corporations, mmmmmmmx &gZU.SC.
§S 441b, 441c, and 44lc. Given that both CHIP PAC and Haley’s PAC are fedenlly registered
political committees, CHIP PAC's contribution to Haley's PAC and Haley's PAC's contribution to the

V'mer cousisted of funds raised from permmsible sources under the Act. By contrast, in
cases in which the Commission found prohibited contributions in the name of
lmtheroreumhdmhmm.themkuom involved a prohibited conduit. For

mmpk in MUR 5268 (Kentucky State District Council leemu).dleOFﬁceofGenml
that the vioktions inchuded “prohibited monetary contributions resuking from
contributions from union field representatives and mproperly acting as a conduit
ﬁgﬂ:ghwkmanddeiwrydﬂuemhﬁouf Third General Counsel’s tin
MURSZSB&Z. &nthimemlGumelskponmmmssn(Wme Inc)
a reason to believe finding that respondents violated the Commission’s
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B.  None of the Contributions At Issue Exceeded the Contribution Limits

All of the transactions in question were contributions to political committees that were within FECA’s
contribution limits,

UnderduAn.afedenllywedm:h-anddeACmymhcominmwanother

registered multi-candidate PAC of up to $5000 per calendar year. See 2 USC
sm.(a)(z)(q MMWWMMWWPAGMmb
;om:l;us an authorized campaign committee of up to $5,000 per clection. See 2 US.C
441a(2)(2X(A).

Previous enforcement cases conceming violations of the Commission’s earmarking regulations and
the prohibition on contributions in the name of another frequenty also involved excessive
contributions. For example, in MUR 4818 (Roberts for Congress), the General Counsel's office noted
that 2 key element of the vioktion was the concealment of excessive contributions. See Sixth General
Counsel’s Report in MUR 4818 at 1-2. 'IheGemanuml'soﬁi:eenplmnddnt'[alnnﬂy
wmdmm.mmgmwm » most of which
individual respondent]. For example, the [campaign committee] accepted excessive -
totaling at least $348,380, of which at least $190,380 came from [the individual ]
peuomlly[t‘_he[ committee] reported most of these contributions as loans the
“mordldnotduchethem:all.' Id. Sec alio July 7, 1999 General
(bmePsRepoan“M(thkamkhomlmJuﬂ(:mnmndmgmwbehew
and emphasizing that the respondent “was aware of the statutory limitation on personal contributions,
and purposefully attempted 1o evade it” by making excessive contributions in the name of another).

CHIP PAC did not make any other contributions to Haley’s PAC in 2009 apart from the $5,000
contribution at issue, which was within the Act’s contribution limits, Likewise, because CHIP PAC
has not made any contribastions to the Vitter campaign for the 2010 election cycle, CHIP PAC has not
made an excessive contribution to the Vitter Campaign, even if CHIP PAC's $5,000 contribution to
Haley's PAC were treated as an earmarked contribution to the Vitter campaign, nor has Haley’s PAC
made an excessive contribution to the Victer campaign.,

The fact that none of the contributions at issue exceeded the applicable contribution limit is another
ground for the Commission to exercise prosecutorial discretion and dismiss this matter.*

* A portion of Haley's PAC's August 2009 contribution to the Vitter
2010 General election and a portion was to the 2010 %mﬁ

contribution i combined with a contribution I-hley'sPACmdeuotheV’m
kasPAChwmhmdamddﬁMthm&wforﬂnmmhm and
$1,000 for the 2010 General.

Haley's PAC's October 20, 2006 FEC report, which disclosed the 2006 contribution to the Vitter
Campaign, inadvertently indicated that the contribution was made for the 2006 General election.
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C  The Contributions at Issue Were Very Small

The Comphaint’s allegations involve two contributions of $5,000. In previous enforcement cases
involving allegations of a similar nature, the Commission has taken no further action against the
or dismissed the matters based on the low dollar amount of the alleged violations. For
ennple in MUR 5514 (GonmnunaterSymm Inc)), which involved political contributions that
reimbursed by a corporation, the Office of General Counsel noted that “the small
mﬁummmmmwammm&sm
appear to justify the use of more resources... to § violations by them.” Second General
Counsel’s in MUR 5514 at 11. , the Commission took no further action in the
maner. Si , in MUR 5119 (Friends of John Hostettler), the General Counsel's Office noted that
“[clonsidering that this mauer involves only $1,000, and considering that further investigation will
likely not yield additional evidence of a violation, this Office believes that the Commission should no
I:‘lrrdemu(mmuuswd:hmmz Second General Counsel’s 'nsMUR5u9a12.Sg
MUR 5797 (Guillaume de Ramel) (dismissing a case involving an 1,000 contribution in
the name of another due to the small amount of the alleged violation).

In light of the foregoing, the Commission should exercise prosecutorial discretion and dismiss the
Gokg‘hn pursuant to Heckler v, Chancy, 470 US. 821, 831 (1985).

run for re-election in 2006. Accordingly, Haley’s PAC's FEC report
em:eﬂMcoméumwfonhezoumrye:EonmI;
addition, l'hky'sPACsSemnbum,mm report, which disclosed Haley's s
Campuign, inadvertently indicated that the contribution was made for the
2008 General election. GlmdnSeermrsmfone-elecmnnzom,lﬂey’sPACs
mCthdeum&hm“fwﬁezoumm

|
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OONCLUSION
For all the reasons set forth above, the Commission should find no reason to believe that
Respondents violated the Act and should promptly dismiss the Complaint.

Respectfully submicted,

M Ss //:——‘j

Michael E. Toner




